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A SILVER ANNIVERSARY
The Honorable Elizabeth B. Lacy*
A celebrated event by tradition, this Silver Anniversary is even
more noteworthy in an era in which change is considered a virtue
for its own sake. Sustained existence of the University of Rich-
mond Law Review over two-and-one-half decades in the face of our
disposable, although recyclable, society, speaks strongly of the in-
herent value and quality of this Law Review.
The continued production of this publication is also remarkable
when one considers its nature - a student-edited publication.
Prior to the advent of law reviews as we know them, learned* trea-
tises written by acknowledged experts in the various fields of law
were the sources of legal analysis, commentary, and reference for
the practicing bar and the bench. Blackstone's Commentaries, for
example, was virtually a constant companion for early American
lawyers. Commercial ventures, much like state and local bar jour-
nals of today in form, were also visible in respectable numbers.'
Against this background, a group of law students at Albany Law
School in 1875 challenged that traditional approach to legal com-
mentary and scholarship. The Albany Law School Journal was
designed to be a "chronical of law school events and a magazine of
general interest to graduates and members of the legal profes-
sion."2 The Albany experience was short-lived, lasting only one
year. But it was followed by a similar publication at Columbia Law
School about ten years later.
The Columbia Jurist was published weekly, and focused on mat-
ters both internal and external to the school, including signed and
unsigned articles, editorials, and notes of class lectures. Like the
struggles surrounding student control of the University of Rich-
mond Law Review, the Columbia students also encountered dis-
trust and derision.3 But the students persevered and published un-
til 1887, when the onus of meeting a weekly publication schedule
proved to be too much.
* Justice, Supreme Court of Virginia; B-A., 1966, St. Mary's College; J.D., 1969, Univer-
sity of Texas.
1. Cramton, The Most Remarkable Institution: 'The American Law Review, J. Legal
Educ. 1, 2 (1986).
2. Swygert & Bruce, The Historical Origins, Founding, and Early Development of Stu-
dent-Edited Law Reviews, 36 Hastings L. J. 739, 765.
3. Id. at 767-68.
In the spring of 1887, a third student-edited law publication
made its debut. The Harvard Law Review proved that these stu-
dent ventures could prevail.
Student-edited law reviews are now institutionalized compo-
nents of legal education institutions. But their continued tenure
has never been assured. They remain controveksial.4 The prolifera-
tion of other publications emanating from law schools increases
pressure on student-edited journals. Such publications address
specialized areas of the law or provide for alternative approached
to legal writing. This development, no doubt, is in response to the
needs of the profession and is reflective of the specialization that
exists in the practice of law today. Law professors, practitioners,
legislators, and judges have neither the resources nor the time to
keep pace with the volume of legal decisions and legislative enact-
ments pertaining to a specific topic, or even a subtopic within a
broader area of law. While these alternative publications fill that
need, they also compete with student-edited law reviews for con-
tributing authors and for subscriptions necessary to sustain
publication.
The prolonged life 'of a law review depends on a number of fac-
tors. Certainly the relevance of the publication is important. Ad-
herence to Dean Muse's original vision - "a service of value to the
lawyers of Virginia," "discussion of practical problems which are
thought to be of current interest to the profession," - satisfies this
criterion. The annual review of Virginia law undertaken by this law
review, as exemplified in this edition, serves as an important
source of review and reference for Virginia lawyers and judges. It is
an edition of tangible practical benefit, and reaffirms the relevance
of the Law Review.
As reported in the history of the Law Review also contained in
this edition, the founding students sought to expand the focus of
the Law Review to matters of more national focus. In so doing, the
Law Review directs one's attention to issues of current national
debate, or those requiring extensivescholarly research. In this en-
deavor, law reviews have assumed the.role of providing a forum for
law faculty to publish. .These pieces, often addressing the esoteric,
rather than the practical, side of the law, provide their own addi-
tion to the development of legal thought and analysis.
While these two goals are. important, the law review is not well-
4. Zenoff, I Have Seen the Enemy and They Are Us, 35 J. Legal Educ. 21 (1986); "Take-
over," Richmond Times Dispatch, Sept. 25, 1991, at B-3, col. 1 (George Mason Law Review
may be taken over by faculty).
served when-either, or both, become the complete focus of the pub-
lication. Like the early attempts at Columbia and Albany, the Uni-
versity of Richmond Law Review should be sustained by a value
uniquely its own - the educational value to the law student. This
educational opp9gtunity remains the primary source for students
to engage in the discipline of legal analysis, expressed through legal
writing, in a variety of fields.
The benefits of this experience inure not only to the individual
by improving his or her analytical skills, but also to the practicing
bar. Employers of law students perceive law review experience as a
positive addition to any resume. The legal community should be
secure in the knowledge that a law graduate who was a member of
the law review has earned positive grades, produced at least one
published legal writing, and developed the discipline of attention
to detail. Additionally, the law review graduate has handled nu-
merous hours of extracurricular activity - reviewing, editing, writ-
ing, meeting production deadlines - while also meeting class obli-
gations. These challenges of thinking, expressing, and
accomplishing are not unlike those encountered in a law office.
The root- value of the student-edited law review is not found in
the names of those whose works may be published; it is not found
in the practical or intellectual nature of the issues treated; it does
not reside in the number of times its pages are cited in a judicial
opinion, nor in the perceived status of the journal within the com-
munity of law schools. Its root value is, and should always be, the
quality of the educational experience provided those students who
participate - planning, reviewing, editing, and writing. The qual-
ity of this experience will dictate not only the quality of the publi-
cation, but the continued vitality and viability of student-edited
law reviews in general.
While subjects of national debate or practical application can be
replicated in any number of journals, the educational value of the
law review to the student cannot be replicated in any forum other
than at the law school. Like the revolution in legal education intro-
duced by Dean Langdell's case method approach, student-edited
law reviews constitute a unique aspect of legal education. Consci-
entious attention to the law review as an educational tool will pre-
serve its place in the legal society; inattention will make the law
review just another legal publication.

HISTORY
The University of Richmond Law Review: The First Twenty-
Five Volumes
In the spring of 1958, William T. Muse, Dean of the University
of Richmond School of Law opened the first issue of the fist vol-
tume of the University of Richmond Law Notes, with the following
foreword:
The first issue of the University of Richmond Law Notes inaugu-
rates a service by the Faculty of the Law School which we hope will
be of some value to lawyers of Virginia. If the bar thinks the under-
taking worth while it will become a permanent publication, - per-
haps enlarged in scope and volume.
The Law Notes will be devoted to Virginia law. It will contain
discussions of practical problems which are thought to be of current
interest to the profession. Present in this issue - purposefully a
modest beginning - are five brief articles, each prepared by a mem-
ber of the Faculty. The authors- have sought to select topics of con-
cern to the practicing lawyers and have sought to present the mate-
rial in an easy-to-read style with minimum of reference. There are
no footnotes.
Through the courtesy of the University of Richmond Law School
Association copies of this issue are being distributed to all alumni of
the Law School We earnestly invite your comments and suggestions
concerning this new project.1
And with this announcement, the publication of a scholarly legal
journal for the University of Richmond School of Law was under-
way. The second issue of Law Notes was released in the Spring of
1959. According to Dean Muse, the reception to the first issue was
"most gratifying." 2 Copies of the publication, originally intended
for alumni only, were requested by libraries and non-alumni.8 The
response to the first three issues led Dean Muse to warn the
alumni that "[t]here have been many requests for copies from law-
yers and libraries throughout the country. Perhaps it soon will be
necessary to establish a paid subscription list.".
The faculty of the law school played a strong role in the publica-
1. Muse, Foreword, 1 U. IacH L. NoTEs 2 (1958).
2. Muse, Foreword, 1 U. Ricm L NoTs 54 (1959).
3. Id.
4. Muse, Foreword, 1 U. Rimc L NoTEs 214 (1961).
tion of the early editions. Even in 1964, when Dean Muse acknowl-
edged that articles from alumni were welcomed, he noted that pri-
mary responsibility for the publication rested with the faculty.5
The first alumnus piece, however, written by John W. Edmonds,
was published in the next issue.8 Law Notes continued annual pub-
lication until 1967.
Student participation in the publication of Law Notes began in
1962 when the fifth issue of volume one included the first contribu-
tion written by a student.7 While some degree of student participa-
tion in the publication had always been planned,8 an active leader-
ship role did not begin until volume two in the 1963 edition. Along
with the creation of a section of case notes written by members of
the McNeill Law Society, the law school honor society, the issue
announced the selection of the first student editor and student
business manager.9
Student participation in the 1963 issue was not without contro-
versy. A group of students, led by William G. Thomas and Michael
L. Soffin, approached Dean Muse about making the Law Notes
publication a student run-publication. 0 Dean Muse, however, was
reluctant to relinquish control of the publication and denied the
students' request. Unwaivering, the students took their cause to
the Faculty Senate. While unsuccessful in their attempts to take-
over Law Notes, the students were successful in achieving a greater
level of participation - the first student editorial board. The 1963
issue announced the following student editorial board:
William G. Thomas Editor
William A. Young, Jr. Assistant Editor
Melvin R. Manning Assistant Editor
William I. Bandas Business Manager
Arthur S. Maris Assistant Business Manager
Ebb H. Williams, III Assistant Business Manager
Professor J. Westwood Smithers was -the Faculty Editor. Dean
Muse was the faculty business manager.
5. Muse, Foreword, 2 U. RICH. L. NoTEs ii (1964).
6. See Edmonds, The Securities Acts and (Hopefully) How to Avoid Them, 2 U. RiCH. L
NOTs 121 (1965). John W. Edmonds, HI was a 1956 graduate of the law sdhool and a part-
ner at Tucker, Mays, Moore and Reed of Richmond, Virginia.
7. Muse, Foreword, 1 U. RICH. L NoTEs 286 (1962). For the first student written note see
Separation as a Ground for Divorce in Virginia, 1 U. RICH. L. NoTEs 330 (1962). The author
of this article was third-year student Charles P. Beemus.
8. Muse, Foreword, 2 U. RiCH. L. NoTs ii (1963).
9. Id.
10. See D. MAYS, THE PuRsurr OF EXCELLENCE 74 (1970).
Throughout the 1960's students *continued to pursue complete
control of the publication. In 1968, the effort to make Law Notes a
student publication succeeded when the University of Richmond
Law Review, a completely student run organization, began publish-
ing-the volumes. To secure student control, the students, especially
Bruce Bach, Bob Gillespie, Ed Betts, and Pat McSweeney, solic-
ited the support of alumnus Ken Wheeler. The students thought
that having an alumnus plead their case with Dean Muse was a
safer proposition for them. After a full and frank three hour meet-
ing" with Wheeler, Dean Muse relented. It is rumored that, student
demonstrations were planned if the visit with the Dean failed. The
demonstrations, however, were not needed. The University of
Richmond .Law Review was created. The first publication, volume
three in May of 1968, was directed by the following editorial board:
Patrick M. McSweeney Editor-in-Chief
Eugene K. Street Associate Editor
W. Birch Douglas, III Articles. Editor
Robert L. Gutterman Notes Editor
Daniel E. Rogers H Legislation Editor
William L. Dudley, Jr. Decisions Editor
Howard S. Marley Managing Editor
Ralph A. Axselle, Jr.
Julian A. Bryant, Jr.
Robert G. Clark





Duncan M. Byrd, Jr..
Edith E. Dinneen
Dennis P. Lacy, Jr.
John M. McCarthy
Charles A. Riggins
Professor Harry L. Snead, Jr., was the faculty advisor.
The change in the structure of the Law Review also resulted in a
change in the emphasis of.the articles published - a more national
perspective was sought. The first- issue of the Law Review con-
tained an article on negligence-.by Professor Robert E. Keeton, and
another article on self-regulation and the Federal Trade Commis-
sion by Federal Trade Commission attorney William D. Dixon.
Similarly, volume six, published in the fall of 1971, is notable be-
cause it contains articles from three United States Senators. 1
The impact of increased student participation was also immediJ
ately noticeable in the student-written section. The first issue of
volume three contained a ninety-seven-page student note on the
hearsay rule.2 The student piece was very well received.'
The trend toward a more national focus continued in subsequent
volumes. In the summer of 1985, however, the Law Review ex-
panded its mission when it began publication of The Annual Sur-
vey of Virginia Law, a publication for the Virginia attorney. This
annual review of the changes in Virginia law, both legislative and
judicial, began with five articles written by the faculty at the law
school. The first edition contained articles on these topics: Admin-
istrative Law; Civil Procedure and Practice; Criminal Procedure;
Commercial Law; Domestic Relations; Legal Issues Involving Chil-
dren; Property Law; and Wills, Trusts, and Estates. This annual
issue has been well received and this current issue continues the
trend of expansion.
With the support of Dean Thomas A. Edmonds, the students in-
volved in the Law Review began an effort to become involved in
law review activities nationally. In the spring of 1986, while attend-
ing their first national convention, the students at Richmond were
successful in winning the bid to host the 34th National Conference
of Law Reviews. The 1988 conference, by all accounts, was a huge
success. The support of the Virginia legal community was an enor-
mous boost to the conference and was a significant factor in its
success. As a result. of the impressive job done by the University of
Richmond Law Review, the University of Richmond continues to
hold a position on the Executive Committee of the Conference.
With completion of the publication of the twenty-fifth volume of
the Law Review, we all share a sense of pride in our achievement.
We acknowledge the contributions the law school administration
and faculty have made to establish and maintain this publication.
11. See Spong, Can Balance Be Restored in the Constitutional War Powers of the Presi-
dent and Congress? 6 U. RICH. L. Rav. 1 (1971); Curtis, The Space Age: Legal and Policy
Problems, 6 U. RiCH. L. REv. 49 (1971); Gtrney, Toward Judicial Reform, 6 U. RIcH. L Rav.
83 (1971).
William B. Spong, Jr. is a former United States Senator from Virginia. Carl T. Curtis,
United States Senator from Nebraska, at the time of the article, was the ranking minority
member of the Senate Committee on Aeronautical and Space Sciences. Edward J. Gurney
was a former United States Senator from Florida.
12. See Note, Erosion'of the Hearsay Rule, 3 U. RICH. L. Rav. 89 (1968). Mr. Beemus'
note received the attention of the national bar through a recommendation by the American
Bar Association Journal. D. MAYs, supra note 10, at 74.
13. See D. MAys, supra note 10, at 74.
We also recognize that as a student-run publication the University
of Richmond Law Review has realized enormous success. On Octo-
ber 11, 1991, we will gather at the Jefferson Hotel in Richmond,
Virginia, to celebrate our achievement and to recognize the service
of so many who came before us and upon whose foundation we
continue to build. As we begin to prepare the twenty-sixth volume,
our goal remains to publish a Law Review which is recognized both
for its contribution to national legal commentary and for its use-
fulness to the Virginia bar.
The following University of Richmond Law School graduates are
responsible for the publication of the first twenty-five volumes of
the Law Review. Their commitment to the University of Rich-
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